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- Behav1oral~ﬁttrfbute$ and Social Distance of Developmentally

Handicapped and Normal Children .- . .

ABSTRACT. Twenty behavioral attributes which predict social diétance

were examined among mainstreamed developmentally,hanaicapped (n=8) and

» -

_normal (n=93) junioF high school students. The sample consisted of a

predominantly-white, middle-class,’ suburban, midwestern schgol

' -
district. The developmentally handicapped students wg;e mainstreamed
. / i
into each of 6 normal classrooms for at least one period of each day.

A sociometric nomination measure WaS used to obtain behavioral

attribute profiles of the students which were then used to predict a
7 "

4 .

psychometric measgre of social distance. Mainstreamed handfcfpped
stuaents were not found to be more socially distant than their noﬁmal
peers (px.00). i}ctor aﬁalysis'of the 20 behavioral attributeg -
obtained four significant factors, three.of which were found to be
significant predictors of classréam social distaﬁce, accounting for
better than half the variance in social distancé (ﬁ2,= .54, p<.01).

- Tée'%hree factors were described as (1) Incoﬁpetent & Unassertive; (2)-
Positive Active % Assertive, and (3) FPassive & Unassertive. The étudy
concludes that SOCiai\FEJECtiDA in mainstreamed Classroqms is more a
function of perceived behavioral attribute factors rather than the

]

developmentally handicapped label as such.




handicapped students into the regular classrnom.
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INTRODUCTION. Researchers (Asher % Hymel, 1981; Hallinan, 1981;

. R 4
Coie & Dodge, 1983) have suggested that social atatus ;:h\greatly

~

. A .
affect children’s social adaptabillity.in.classroom settings. Several

social interaction factors may contribute to children’'s social

-adceptability, one of which is the stigmitization associated with

ﬁabeling hapdicapped’students. Henxi Tajfgl’Sf(}982) theorie;

. ¢ \

’ \\, > s ) L) I3 - 3 .'. ' - ' I3
" regarding cognitive networks and social motivation as associated with

interg?oda behaviors woptl d p}edict this patfern of social kejection.

A sgcond factor is ‘that of social competence, regardless of labeling.

3

¢ ' . . S . ,
A third factor is that of”an interaction between labeling and social.

. competence. Peer reactionsrinfltence students’ social devélopmen£ and-

these 1abel1ng and sbcial competency factors may 1nf1uence peer

,
relat10n5. Another related factor.would be that of "51tuat10nal

specificity.” Gresham (1983a; 1983b) believes that this factor of

‘situational specificity has’great importahce when assessing childreps'

social skills and peer acceptance.

.

In order to more completely understand how the previously

mentioned factors affect social interactions in regular classrooms,
) ’ - R

\
.

one must focus on the devel opment, the implicationg, and the fallacies
of mainstreéming."The term "mainstreaming" comes from a legal mandate

.

}PL94—142) to ‘educate ' handicapped students in the "least }estrictive

environment. " Simply-stafedy mainstreaminé involves the reentry of’

L 2
The least restr1ct1ve env1r0nment is that which permits the ™
: - N '

» ) . . * ’ L
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( ) .
students to participate in experiences simllar to those-experienced by

"nmnormal" children,\while yet ‘considering the students’ specific needs. .
- - : ! ’ l‘
These needs include both academic and social development. Academic

mafnstreaming involves plaéing handicapped students 1n classrooms with
_ -1 o

regular academic subjects and 'with students of similar ages. 5Social

mainstreaming usuallly involves plécing handicapped students in

non-academic classes (eg.. physical education, art, music) with

students of comparéﬁhe age levels.” One problem with academic and

*
L}

. social majpstreaming ‘'is that students pljced in‘regular classrooms for
academic reasong do pot necessarily have similar social competence
skills and\fhe regular classrooms may pot'be structured so as.to

' provide the rnecessary development of social competence skills. Such

* m ¢

inadequacies may. lead to lacy,of significant progress by handicapped

students, thus influencing the mainstreaming problem of inappropriate

placement of handicapped students.
The presént,feseérﬁh'examinES childrens’ !ocial acceptance and

rejection in regular ‘junior high, academic, classrooms into which
. ! _ - N -
developmentally handicapped students wrre mainstreamed. Fast studies
' )

(Corman & Gottlieb, 19783 Buskin, 1978% have found that 4

developmentally handicapped students who are mainstreamed tend to be

-
<«

socially rejected. Fhysical placementeof handicapped learners.into

- . . .
regular classrooms does, not necessarily promote their ﬁgcial )

.afgeptapce among tﬁeir peers.. The present research attempted ta

o

extend these findings by determining if specific attributes ot the

mains¥reamed studen;s tend to lead to social rejection.’ ?be study
\

lattempted to demonstrate the hypothesis that sainstreamed

developmentally handicapped students are socially rejected and that

this rejection is due, in part, to a specific cluster of behavioral

Q

t 5 | ?y“‘ o '
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character1&t1c5. not mergly th91r labelpd status. - 1t is bélieved that
’ ) . .

\. .
f&;hese {1nd1ngs could peﬁZntlally e ad to the development of guidelines

for prepar1ng handlcapped students ‘with the social skills thaﬁ-may be

necessary to appropriately function in reqular academic classrooms.

The results hay also con%ribute to a better understanding ot

b} -

character15t1cs that may'lead to either social rejection ot acceptance
. [ ] Y .
ot all students in classroom behavior settings. F1na11y, since

-
A

developmentally ‘"handicapped students are so labeled, partly due to

b )

deficfts in socially adabtive.behaQior, this study may offer parents

hd

and educators a meafis By which they can assist handicapped children in

coping with deficits in socially adaptibe-behaviors, thels potencially

2

improving their social status amongst ftheir peers.

POTY

METHODOLOGY oo -

» «
<

‘ SAMPLE. - The sample included'101 students' from two junior high

schools in a predominantly white, middle class, suburban, midwestern

¢ o ]
school district. Six regularn cldssroom teachérs, :who were referred by
\ .

i , ‘ . , .
three district teachers of specfal developmentally handicppped
students, consented ﬁo.participate”in the study.” The schools

contained grades 7 through 9. Five classes that were used'included
B ) ° .

P

7th and 9th grade.math, 8th grad9qEng11sﬁ and 8th and 9th grade :7_

~science,5(of sizes 18, 19, 19, 21 and 19 respect1vely).q Dne

additional %9th grade English’ class contained 6 students. The normal

- . ] 2 : *
childrenp (n = 93) included. 357 mi&es and 36 females while the
’ ‘ W : J X
handicapped children (n = 8) included 3 ma;e§'and-5-females. Jhe'
, ‘ ) £ - s .
"handicapped children’s 10”s ranged from 69 to B7, with & median IO of

*2E. All atudents were between the ages of 12 and 16. o

6 e . \
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~
INSTRUMENTATIDN wa 1nstruments were used to nbta1n data for the

current ﬁtudy. The Classroom Soc1a1 Distance Scale. (%preau. 1946)

provided iocial distance scores for each student. The scale is an
’ v

adaptatiop, of Bogardus’ (1928) original instrument and might be

~

described as a sociohetric rating technique. Asher and Hymel (1981)

suggest this technique as being highly reliable and measuring the

»

~
overall acceptability or likability within the group as well as,the

overall extent te which children have best friends. Childréﬁ weré
given a survey—matfix i; which columns consisted of an alpha~vért}ca1
list of the children in their classroom, and the.rowg were labeled in
fﬁe marqgin with an A thrbhgh E rating continuum, ﬁLrther descriptions
of this instrument are conta1ned in Sherman (1984). Students rated
each other by cheéking'ofﬂ the éppfopriate categories, th%F idicating

their perceptions of wach other. The categories ranged from wanting

y to be.best friends .to not wanting a child in the classroom at all.

>
»

Although the students chose among lettered descriptions A through E,

-

weighted values pf 1 to 5 were actually used. in/scoring their ratings.
The chbices were as follows: A = 1, Would like g0 have him/h@; as one
of \my best friendss B = 2, Would like to have him/her iQ my group but

iéggt,as a close friends C = 3, woﬁld li'e\to be with him/her once in

L )
awhile, but not often or fPr a long times D = 4, Don’t mind his/her

gﬂbeing in our room but I don;t want to Have anything to do with

i

lM1m/her, E = §, Wish he/she wasn’t in odr.room. The social distance

]

1ndex was then computed as the average rat1ng each ch11d received from

~all other ch11dren in their Flassroom;

~N

After completing thévgfassrobm Social Distance anle;\hpildren

/
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were asked to f111 out The Recogmition Scale. The Recognition Scale

provided a profile of each student based on a list of 20 behavioral

attributes. The Recognition Scale is similal to a "Guess Who"

nomination technique in which children nominate classmates who fit

descriptions of behavior's. It was constructed By combining variables
B

from The Ohio Recognition Scale (Fordyce, Yauch, % Raths, 1946),;i;amf~
' o

-

research investigating findings similar to the present study (Jobnson,

t

19503 5ohnson & Kirk, 19503 Baldwin, ;958), and from the researchers’
own experience. This scale included a list of each student in a
. classroom, and a-list of the 20 attributes that described student
,;ﬁ;havrors. Téadhers';;;d ; par;graph which described.a particul ar

behavioral attribute that correspdnded to the name of the attribute

-

found on the form. Students were instructed to check up to 3

different students who might fit the particular description which the .

’

teacher had just read to.them. They were told that they did not have
to choose anyone for a given trait if they felt that it did not fit

‘. anyone in their room. Student profiles were obtained by .adding the

-~

total number of nominations which each child received on each

attribute.
. T

DESIGN AND ANALYSES. A non—experimental, criterion group design

11
)

' L]
was used to analyze mean social distance scores of mainstreamed and

. normal children. Social ‘distance scores were assumed to be continuous

»

measures and therefore an independent sample t-test was used to decide

-

whether mainstreamed children were significantly (alpha<.05) greater

in mean socifl distance ﬁhen contrasted with normal children. Also,
mainstreamed and normal children’s mean nominations to the 20 /
- ' .

attriputes contained in The Recognition Scale were contrasted with

o ¥ 8 o
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each other by use of independeht sample t—tests. The remaining

‘analyses were correlational in design. The nominations which the
Y .
children received from each other on the 20 behavioral attributes of

-

The Recognition Scale wePe subjected to a factor analysis using the
] . \ v

Statistical Analysis System’s (Barr, Goodnight & Sall, 1979) FACTOR

ANALYSIS program. ‘A "FROMAX" rotation was used to generate the
expected factor structure. Thié solution was then used td generate

factor scores which were then Zubjected to a stepwise-multiple
B :
regression analysis in which they were used as predictotrs of the -

criterion variable, mean sdtial distance.

] . .
. E ‘. RESULTS : L4

-

Twenty—-one independent sample t—tgsts displayed in TABLE 1
obtained four statistically significant (p ¢ .05) results. The mean

56Cial distance scd;es for the mainstreamed vs. the normal 'children

Wrarann e

was not found to be statistically significant (p > .05, one-tail

F—teét), thus concluding the null-hypothesis that mainstreamed
’ | §

children are not significantly different from their normal peers with
. \ .
regard to classroom social distance. However, mainstreamed children

do appear to be Aignificantly (p g .05, two-tail t-tests) different
from their normal classroom peers on four of the 20 behavioral .

attributes. These include being perceived by their classmoom peers as

far less "outgoing, unselfish" and less likely to be "rude to
teache4;y'aS'WE11 as much more "calm." They are also more likely to
ba\perceived by their normal peers\aé more "bashful/shy" (p < .07).

INSERT TABLE 1 HERE T

\

An intercorrelation matrix of the twenty behavioral attributes is
‘ \

a

!

. - g
3 [ 4 . 9 ) Tof -
- " ,
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3

displayed in TABLE 2. Thris matri also displays the intercorrelétipns

E ”» : - .

of the the children’s social distance ratings with each of the .20
attributes. Means and standard deviations for the entire sample are
contained in the last two rows of the matrix. The sequential order of

the varigbleg_has been permutated so as’'to parallel the order ot ’
factor selection which was determinéd from the factor analysis of the
EQ’attributés. Using a "promax" rotation Solufion the four primary
factérs displayed in TABLE. 3 we?e determinéd. The first factor
contained nine non—prosocdal.béhaviors and was thﬁs labeled as
"NEGATIVE/IRRITATING/ANTISOCIAL". Gince the second factor contained

four attributes of a non—active and somewhat withdrawn nature we chose

to descibe it as "PASSIVE/UNASSERTIVE." The third factor drew upon .

LS

five attribute? which were more actively prosocial and we labeled it
"FOSITIVE/ACTIVE/ASSERTIVE. " The fourth factor dréw primarily on

tqf:g of the attrib;;Ls which appeared to be related to socﬁaliy
. . :
incompetént begavhors and was labaled "INCOMPETENT/UNASSERTIVE:"
' INSERT TABLES 2 & 3 HERE |

Factor sgores for these four factors were then subjected_to a
stepwise'multiplelregressiqn analysis .and used as predictérs of the
children’s mean sécial distance scores. This procedgre ¥6und~fhat
three of the four factors were significant predictors of social
distance. TABLE 4 shows that the attributes clustering to form the
group labeled "INCDMPETEN%/UNASSERTIVE“ accounted for nearly 1/3 of
the variance of social distance. With the additioA Of the factor
"PDSITIVE/AéIIVE/ASSERTIVE," the sqaared multiple correlation
coefficient increased 12%, accounting for half of the variance 1in
social distancei With the addition of the "PASSIVE /UNASSERT IVE"

factor, the R2 increased an additional 4%, helping to account in all

- | 10 .

¥
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for,DQer half of the variance in social distance. These three factors
included 1% of the 20 attriButes. The rémaining five attributes,
labeled as "NEGATIVE/IRRiTATING/ANTISDCIAL,"-did not significantly
contribute to the prediction 0% social distancé. Thus, the second
hypothesis of the study was supported. A specific dlustervof
behavioral traits was significantly (p < :05) associated with, social

distance.
\

&

INSERT :-TARLE 4 HERE
One additional aﬁalysis~inc1uded an examination of the

interactive effec@s of the raters sexes and the sexes of the children

whom they rated. FKane % Lawler|(1978) suggest that one source of bias

Jin pe@£ rating scales is the sex 0# rater by sex of ratee influence.

[ N - .
Since this source was so strongly found in earlier studies (Sherman,

>

19813 Sherman, 1984), a within-subjects, repeated measures analysis of

variance was done. Each subject received ratings from their own sex

.

as well as the oppééite sex. Cross/sesx ratings were found to be
significantly higher than same/sex ratings (b < .01) and this was soO
whether males or females were doing the rating, thus indicating a
reciprocal rejection'pattern for children of the opposite-seﬁ. While

v

acknowledging this source of bias, if one is interested in the overall

classroom social distance pattern, it would seem that ﬂhé behavioral
trait factors are not diminished in ihportance.
\.' " ' ' 4 ’ . 4
' -
DISCUSSION .
N J . ' /
This study presents evidence suggesting that mainstreimed _/,
devolopmentally handicapped children are not necessarily more sécially
rejected than their normél peers. Ratings from the Classrood/80cia1

Q <
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Distance Scale indicated that handicappig and'nmrmgl Studeﬁfs had
similar social distqnée-scofes. This finding ClearIQ disagreés with
the social rejection hatterns found by Jordan (1959), Strauch (1970),
Goodman et al (1972), Gottlieb and Davis (1973), nd Géttléeb*and |
Budof+ (1973). Thgse past studieg established .that handicapped
students were sociaiiy rejected. E;en though the cufrent stﬁdy
disagrees with.past research, the findings do not lessen-the
importance ot lookiﬁg further into possible relationships between
béhavioral attributes ana classroom social acceptance and rejection.
As exprassed e;rlier, Johnson (1950), Johnsoﬁ & Kirk (1950f, Baldwin
" (1958) and Gottlieb et al (1978), all attempted to find relatjonships
bgtween social rejection.and'factors such as behavior,\gcademic
" incompetence, and grade léve!. They found that misbehé;ior tended to
predict social rejkction D% retarded students. The currengggkudyAalso
found that many behavioral attributes predicted'soqial disténce;
hoﬁever, in contrast tonearlier-}eseqrch, béer'perceived behavioral
attributes Were found to be associétgq with the total sample of
classmateég rather than with only ‘the’handicapped students.
BRehavioral att;ibutes.wereifound‘tb cluster into four.factors
‘1hat,stréngly predibted sogiai distance. The strongest single
p!édfctor of high social distance was the factor labeled
"INCDMPETENT/UNQSSERTIVE," which included Fhe traits (a3 poor in
. games, (b) sissy, (c) not creative, (d)’pnor thinker;-(e) pqér -
committee workér; and (f) poor spart. .All of these attrib&tes
describe students wgo*aﬂe unab&e tovper¥ora adequately in cqmpetitive,
artistic, cognitive, and social. activities. -Thése traits seem to

closely parallél T@jfel’s (1982) construct of positive gFoup

h distinctivenesg. “INCOMFPETENT/Z/UNASSERTIVE" attributes associated with

C | 12 - -
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" some students tend to threaten the status or security of their

Lo _ /
L Classmates who perceive them in_this way. The threatened peers reject
the incoépeteﬁt students in order to pkofect their own social ’

o ' . oo : - Nt : , -
Positions. Lippitt & Gold’s' (1959) research would also suggest that

e

-

they are not seen as social resources. _
. - * » a - -
I . . ‘

The second predictor,of social distance was. thg factor labeled

"POSITIVE/ACTIVE/ASSERTIVE." The related traits were (a) friendly,

~

Qb) loyal to group, (c) good leader, (d) uﬁsel#ish, and (e)~0ut§oing.-

These attributes are indicative of students who enhance positive

~

b -
classroom environments and group cohesiveness., These traits are quite

opposite from the "INCOMFETENT/UNASSERTIVE" attributes in that they

L4

suggest confidence and competence in.social situations. ' These

M4

positive attributes support Lippitt & Gold’s (1999) findings thaf high
status students exhibit supportive and friendly behavior. Thege ‘“@f

children may indeed be seen as assets which might enhance what Tajfel
. . : ”~ :

LY

(1982) describes as a group’s positive "social identity" as well as
"positive group distinctiveness."
The third contributing factor was labeled "FASSIVE/UNASSERTIVE."

It included (a) bashful/shy, (b) calm, (c) unhappy, and (d)

S,

modesf?doesn:t brag. These traits appear to describe withdrawn ™
behavior; of éyudents who are distant in group situations. The calm
and shy qualities possibly lead classmates to believe that-fhey are
.unhappy. Modegsty may be the'‘result of timid behavior. Based on

Tajifel’s (lqaéiiggggtruct of pésitive group distinctiveness, sgudents
may reject classmates percieved as'hnass?rtive simply because they,

+ (the shy studenté), do not enhance-the'social status of their: peers.

The late Henri Taijfel’s (1982) theories of intergroup behavior |

depend upon four key constructs: (1) social cateqorization, (2) social
o .

13 .

<

"
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identity, (3) social comparisons, and (4) Jositive group

distinctiveness. The .social categorization construdct assumes that

heople'socialty'ckeate'a network of varibus categories of

\ ‘ .
classification.of’ other humans. The social identity construct assumes

that individuafs. who socially categorize others als® attempt to define

their own membership within those ‘categories. Social comparison IR %

: ' t e, . . . .
-assumes that evaluative characteéristice are assigned to various

positions within the category network and that an individual’s place

4

within this network establishes a referéq} point from which they
engage in both self evaluation and evaluaton of others. The fourth
construct, positive group distinctiveness, aséﬁQes that if people

. . . . -. N . ‘\ ’ ! M
engagé in social Cogmparison, there arises a motive to protect and

- a

“enhance positive evaluatibn by preservation of a posivitely valued

distinctiveness from other categories.
' /s
Ferhaps the labélén"developmentally disabled" and "mainstreamed"

-~

were not nearly as relevant in the eyes of the normal children as were

th; actual behavioral tréits w;ich the¢ could readily pegieive in

their classmates. It would appear that the results of the pre%ént
study indicate that these children’s cognitive ﬁetworkg are baéed'more
s0 upon various behavidral traits, rather‘fhan labels.l Feer |

popularity, acdceptance, rejection and social distancefin general, are

phenomena gquite ‘reliably established in the most recent research

L)

litératgre (see Merril-Palmer Quarterly, 1983,_Q01ume 22,'No.'3, the
entire issue.). R;Lated literature on the developmentlaf and training
for social competence suégest'ihe importance whicﬁ these beha;ioks

have iﬁ i%#luenéiﬁg.peer aéceptance.(wine-& Smye, 19813 Dodge, : .

»

Schlundt, Schocken & Delugach, 19835 Asher & Hymel, 1981). If \\

training in social competence can effectively be used with
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developmentally ‘handi§apped children (Gresham, 19281), then the present
findings ‘could provide an important'ﬁépect in the support we give to

EY

these children when they are "normalized" and re~intrdduced.into

t S ,
_ regular~.c_1a55room‘uvironments. The positive factors described in

. !

-

this study may be ;mporiant bghavionél characteristics to focus in DH
”wheh,attemptihg to train children for gﬁeater socia}.coﬁpetence.
Obviously the negative *actdgg should be discouraged. of course,.even
so—-called nordal cﬁildren who are having difficulties invdlving peer
aéceptance cou}d benifit from such_training.- The end result may be
w‘?t Schmuck & Schmuck (1983) refer to 35 a more healthy or po;it;ve
classroom climate. Schmuck & Schmuck (1983) also suggest thét'gréater

cognitive achievement on the part of all children in a élassroom may

also 'be the reward for improved classroom social climate.

L3

15




LN \

- social distance page 13

s | % '

REFERENCES

—

f

Asher, 5. &% Gottman, J. The Development of Childred’s

. Friendshipg. Cambridge:‘Cambridge UniQersity Press, 1981. -

. Children, 1938, 25, 106-108.

~

Quarterly, 1983, 29, 3, 261-282.

’ . \ A
Asher, S. & Hymel, S. Children’s social competénce in peer
. /

relations: socismetric and behavioral assessment. In J. Wine & M.

Smye (editors), Social Competence. New York: Builford, .1981, 125 =

157.

L

Raldwin, W. Thetsociﬁl position of the educable mentally.
C> .

retarded .in the régular grades in the punlic school. -Exceptional

&

’

¥

Ballard, M., Corman, L., Gottlieb, J., & Kaufman, M. Improving
" . '

¥

thd social status of mainstreamed retarded children.‘ Journal of
} . y — _

Educationgl Psychology, 1977, 69, 605-611.

Barr, A., Goodnight, J., % Sall, J. SAS User’s Buide. Raleigh,

SAS Institute, 1979.

c:

Bogardus, E. Immigration and Race Attithﬁes. Boston: Héath,

8. S |

Bureau of Publications. How to Construct a Sociogram. New York:

Horace Mann-Lincoln Insfitute of School Experimentation, Teacheré

College, Columbia University, 1947.
Coie, J. % Dodge, K. Continuities and changes in children’s
~~ ) s

social status. a five-year longitudinal stuéy. Merrill-Palmer
f : . )

. ¢

Corman, L & Gottlieb, J. Mainstreaming mentally retérded

children: a review of the research. In N. Ellis (editor),

16,



’ LI
’ social distance page ‘14

International Review of Research in Méntal'Reetardationa 1978, 9,
251-275. . | - I o, . . ’
' »

Dodge, K., Schlundgt, D., Schoc®en, 1., & Delugach, J. Social - re

e - M ‘ .
competence- and children’s sociometric status: the role of peer group
. X

entry strategies. Mgrrill-Palmer Duefterly. 1983, L? Z09-336.

-

'

Fordyce, w..“?luch W., & Raths, L. A Manual for the Dhio

qudance Tests for, Elementary Grades. Columbus, DH' State Department

-

of Education, 1946. ' . ' ;

Goodman, H., Gottlieb, J., % Harrison, R. '"Soctial acceptance‘of \

EMR’; 1ntegrated into nongraded elementary school. American Journal = - s

of ntal Deficienty, 1972, 76, 412-417.

£

Gottlieb, J. & Budoff, M. Social acceptability of retarded

children in nongraded schools differing in architecture. American

. - . [
Journal of Mental Deficiency, 1973, 78, 15-19.

Gottlieb, J. & Davis, J. Social acceptance of EMR’ s ﬁgkl\g}overt | ’
9

behavioral interaction. American Journal of Mental Deficiency 973,

78, 141-143.

Gresham, F; Social skills assessment as a component of

mainstreaming placemeﬁf decisiﬂfs. Exceptional Children, 1983a, 49,
o 331”"335- ) \\.‘

Gresham, F. Situational‘specifici@y, torrespondetice, and social

validit;: a comMeﬁtary'on Renshaw and Asher.. Merril—-Falmer Quarterly,

1983b, 29, 4, 459-445.
Gresham, F. Social skills‘%raining with handicapbed children;‘a

review. Review of Educational Research, 1#81, 51, 139 176. . <

BGuskin, S. '~ Theoretical and empirical strategies for the st%dy of

the labeling of mentally retarded persons. In N. Ellis (editor)

International Review-:of Research in Mental Retardation, 1978,_2,

17 .




-
LC

»

soci1al distance page 109

i ’

. 127-198. - .

Hallinan, M: Recent advances in sociometry. In 8. Asher & J. :
-0 Y ’ I 1
. ~ . ° .
Gottman (editors)g The Development of Children’d Friendships.

A ‘ . : .
© Cambtidge: Cambridge University Fress, 1981, 91 - 115,
- . 1

thnson, G. Social position Qf méntafly handicappéd dhi\éfen i&;;
s i ». A a . .

N () . N
regular grades. American Journal 0f Mental Deficiency, 1950, 55, ! \ . ’
- . . Y . . Y .. . LIS . ] . ) - 4 . o b ' A4 i _- \\.
60-89., ' i : . . . ’ . . .

Johnson, G. & Kirk, S. Are mentally handicapped children

- segregated in the reégular grades? Exceptional Children, 1930, 17, |

L]

65-68, 87-89. ~ S o ..

>~

Jordan, A. Fersonal-social traits of menfélly handicapped

children. In . T. Thurstone (editor) An Evaluation of Educating

MentéLIy Handicapped Children in Special Classes and in Regulér -

Classes. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina, 1959, 149-179. ,

Kane, J. % Lawler, E¢ Methods of peer assessment. FPsychological

A

<« . ]

Bulletin, 1978, 85, 555-586. L - | .

-

Lippit, R. & Gold, M. Classroom social structure as a mgntal
i

health problem. Journal of Social Isﬁués, 1959, 15, 40-50.

Schmuck, R. & Schmuck, P. Groupyrrbcesses in the Classroom (4th
edition). Dubuque, lIowa: Brown, 1983.

( - Sherman, L. Social distance patterns in age—heterogeneous and

—-homogeneous classroom settings. Paper presentation at the 90th

-

" annual meetings of the American Psycholbgy Association. Nashidbton;
A * . - . .

D.C., 1981.

Sherman, L. Social distance perceptionsd of elementary school

L4

children in age- heterogeneous and —homogeneous classroom settings.

*

Perceptual and Motor Skills, 1984 (in prless).

’

Strauch,'J. Social contact as a variable in the expressed

RAUPRRS I T




- spcial distance page 16

‘attitudes of normal adolescenté toward EMR pupils. Exceptional

A}

. . )
, Childrie, 1970, 36, 495-499. : N)éi -
& I . l . R 1
' Tajfel, H. Social psychology of intergroup atioms. 'Annéal ¢
" ) 4 ' q - * * . \d-zx_‘—— ?.
Revigew of Fsychology, 1982, 33, '1-39.
Wine,. J. & Smye, M. (Eds.) Social Competence. New York:
v éui»ﬁurd Press, 1981. . -
> J - . . _ _ - - e
/\ v 1 R
[
’
!
) 5
*
- A
y -
<
J /,f-
-«
L . ,
\ - .U »
[ 4
- &
- \ .
/-
. \axm




TABLLE 1
. ’ ‘

Mean Social Distance for Peer Ratings and Mean Nomination Frequencies for

T

¥ ' : 20 Attributes of Mainstreamed and é;fﬁBQ;Children
. Independent
_ *‘Mainstreamed Normal " Sample
* N : n=8 n=93 : t-test
N ' o - = - ,
) . . Mean SD Mean . SD
| ) ,
1. Bully ' .50 . 1.41 1.48 - 3.01
2 2. Rude to teacher .50 1.41 2.30  3.76 2.84%
3. BotHers others * 1.00 2.07, 2.40 37
\ 8 4. lazy ) 1.63  2.20 1.97 . 2.35 i
5. Poor thinker 2.25  3.33 2.05 2,42
6. Poor committee ‘worker 2.50 4.34 1.35  1:90 .
7. Copy cat e 1.38  1.41 &%‘6 A'1.76 L
B: Poor sport ' 1.13 1.64 1.89 2.82
9. Bashful/shy ' 3,75 3.99 ' 1..53 3.33 ~1.79**
10. Calm "4.50 3.96 " 1.60 2.75 -2.76%*
. 11. Unhappy 1.86 3.04 , 1.33 2.37. ,_
12. ~ Modest/doesni't brfg 1.00 1.07 1.54  2.20° .o
13. Frienc'lly , 2.25 1.91 2.11 2.09
14. Loyal to group «1.38 1.51 1.55 1.48 L
15. Good leader .75 1.04 1.08  1.25
" 16. Unselfish . 2.75 2.19 1.55  1.53 2.06*
17. Outgoing 62 .74 2.11 2.35 - 4.14*
18. Poor in games 2.63 3.62 1.57 2.14
19. sissy . 2.50 4.34 1.74 2.19
o 20. Not creative 1.38 1.60 1.13 1.62
<‘ l -
Social Bistéﬁce 2.87 .83 2.76 .62
- I3 I : v
*p<.05 **p<.07

20
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' b ]
. . TABLE 2
. )
/
Intercorrelstions of 20 Attributes and Socisl Diatance
. % .
tAttributes . 1. 2 & 3 4 . 8 6 7\
- *
1 Bui;y‘, - )
2 Rude to teacher .54
3 Bothers others . .04 .17
T 4 Lasy ' 56 .56 .64 )
_ 3 Poor thinker 49 . .3 ..60 «66 .
¢ Pooy eo-nyttoo vorker . .47 51 86 .69 . .62 \
7 Copy cat 41 ’ .5 .59 .52 49 .42
8 Poor sport 41 %9 .61 .31 .89 1.6 .5
.9 Bashtul/ahy - .» te21 =23 =27 =09 =12 -12 -2
, 10 Calm ) .25 =34 =37 .22 =27 -.22 ~.36
‘ 11 Unhsppy 18 =18 =310 15 .12 a1 =07
12 Modest/doesn’t brag <18 ~.26 .27 =29, -.32 =-.28 -.29
rriondly; -21 <17 -,29 -=,36 =37 =-,40 -.0%
14 Loysl to group © aald =13 $,24 =,2%5 =36 .23 -.04
15 Good lesder .02 =15 -,17 <=.26 ~,31 =26 -;31
16 Unaelfish ' -.16 -.19 nv -Jg'mu -.19 .4
L 717 outgotng 1 .36 .4 .10 .06 .00 .30
la‘Poor in games ) -, 03 03 .18 30 .47 45 .18
19 Stasy 09 .20 .30 .39 .66 .49 .29
20 Bot creative .09 «2) 36 .47 .43 .18 ;46
" socisl distance 09 .10 .22 39 .48 .46 .t
Mean ' 1.41 2,16 2,29 1.94 2,00 1.3 1.5
3D ’ 2.92 3,66 3,30 2,33 2,48 '1.96 1.7
Bota, Cosfficlients greater than .20 are significant st p¢.05 '
; Y a
. L 4
21" :
-
O

. ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

--1‘

-.2)
..o‘
48
29
24

“1,83
2,73

-.10
-y 08

«20
1,70

3,41

.2
.19
N
1.38
-4

12

.38
.28
-

35

-011

--2‘ )

21
-e13
1.50
2.14

1)

mn

.62

37
-4
-.32
-.41
-3
-.53
2.19
2,07

14

45

.47
-.23
-.36
-.29
-.50
1.53
1.47

1%

<42

-l,1

-.3)

-o49
1,05
1.24

16

.17
-.14
~.23
-.21
=431
1,64
1,61

17

16

N
38
«81
1.63
2.9

19

.53
".%0
1.80

2.40

20

.42
1.1%
1.61



. . TABLE 3 «

. . ,
Factor Pattern Matrix of 4 Factors Derived from 20 Behavior Attributes

, s
. ~ Factors «
| - NETY 2 e 3 4
l » Negative ‘4 Positivé ’
_ ‘irritating Passive agtive Incompetent
, : antisocial - unassertive assertive unassertive
Attributes ’ ~attributes attyibutes attributes attributes
1. Bully-- 950 C L0 -.08 ' 1.30
2. Rude to teacher .91 " .01 =.01 -.10
| 3. Bothers others . .83 -.04 -.07 .08
; 4. lazy .72 .13 ~.10 .22
/ 5. Poor thinker % | .53 -.01 -.09 .50
6. Poor committee worker .55 .06 .~ =.04 .42
7. Copy cat ° ' .53 a-17 .27 ‘ .35
'8. boor sport .47 -.08 .02 . .50
9. Bashful/shy .08 .96 ' -.10 -.06 .
, 10. Calm ¥ -.03 .92 ' .09 -.06
11. Unhappy’ : ‘ .03 .76 -.07 .34
12. ,Modest/doesn't brag .02 .68 .35 - -3
13. Friendly -.11 -.00 .87 -.02
14. Loyal to group 2.03 -.03 .87 .03
15. Good leader .03 -.00 .75 -.08
16. Unseltish i -.15 .12 .70 .12
17. Outgoing .! .48 -.19 .58 -.15
18. Poor in games -.10 .24 - .05 .91
19. Sissy -.05 = =.12 -.05 .87
» 20. Not creative .05 -.07 ) .00 .77
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. , TABLL 4

Stepwise Multiple Regression Using Four Derived

) Factor Scores as Predictors of Social Distance

f

2 .
Factors R R Increase F Ratio

‘incomgktent
“unassertive
attributes .38 » 35.03%*

Positive

active

assertive .50 .12 24 .24*
attributes .

Passive ' ' ‘
unassertive )
attributes .54 .16 8.06*

*p<. 001
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